REMARKS 



The Examiner is thanked for the performance of a thorough search. By this 
amendment, Claims 1-11 have been cancelled. Claims 12-30 have been newly 
added. 1-11 are pending in the Application. It is respectfully submitted that the 
amendments to the claims as indicated herein do not add any new matter to this 
application. Furthermore, amendments made to the claims as indicated herein have 
been made to improve readability of the claims. 

Each issue raised in the Office Action mailed April 14, 2004 is addressed 
hereinafter. It is respectfully submitted that the rejections of Claims 1-11 as 
amended are overcome for the reasons given hereafter. 

I. Amendments 

Claims 1-11 have been canceled and claims 12-29, which are of 
similar scope, are newly added. The addition of newly added claims 12-29 serves to 
improve readability and more clearly define the invention contemplated by the 
Applicants. Support for claims 12-29 may be found in claims 1-11 as originally filed, 
as well as in the specification at least at pages 4, line 20 through page 5, line 9, Fig. 
1, page 6, lines 2-16, Fig. 2, as well as page 9, lines 1-7, Fig. 5. No new matter has 
been added by these amendments. 

II. Rejection under 35 U.S.C. !^102 

Claims 1, 4-6, 8, and 1 1 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) for 
allegedly being anticipated by Powers (US 4588206). This rejection is respectfully 
traversed for the reasons set forth below. 
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A. 



The Claimed Invention 



First, Applicants wish to point out that original claims 1-1 1 have been 
canceled, and claims 12-29, which track original claims 1-11, have been newly 
added. The present invention as claimed is directed to a braking buffer device for a 
motorcar travelling in a longitudinal direction, i.e. parallel with the front and back of 
the car. The breaking buffer device operates to temporarily transfer longitudinal 
momentum to a weighty drum that may be biased to the rear of the motorcar when 
breaking thereby tending to decrease the forward motion during breaking and 
increase the comfort and safety of the car. 



B. The Prior Art 

Powers teaches an improved vehicle stabilizing apparatus for 
mounting on a rear portion of a vehicle for reducing vehicle skidding and for 
dampening vehicle vibration. 

C. Analysis 

The standard for lack of novelty, that is, for anticipation, is one of strict 
identity. To anticipate a claim for a patent, a single prior-art source must contain all 
its essential elements. § M.P.E.P. 

The present invention is directed to a braking buffer device for a 
motorcar tending to absorb longitudinal momentum. This device may be situated on 
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the left and right undersides of the motorcar, as well as in combination with a rear 
turning balance, which is intended to decrease the centrifugal motion of the front 
wheels of the motorcar, thereby increasing safety. 

Powers recites an improved vehicle stabilizing apparatus for mounting 
on the rear portion of a vehicle for reducing vehicle skidding and for dampening 
vehicle vibration. 

Powers fails to teach a braking buffer device situated longitudinally for 
the absorption of longitudinal momentum during breaking. Powers is also directed to 
an anti-skidding device; therefore, the reference is not concerned with minimizing 
forward motion during breaking. Further, Powers fails to teach a rear turning 
balance in combination with left and right longitudinal breaking buffer devices. 

Accordingly, because the standard of strict identity has not been met. 
Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of the rejection under 35 U.S.C. §1 02(b). 

II. Rejections under 35 U.S.C. <$103 

A. The Claimed Invention 

The claimed invention has been described above. 

B. The Prior Art 

Powers has been described above. 

Hanel teaches an anti-skidding device for motor vehicles comprising a 
horizontal tube in which two cylindrical bodies of a suitable weight are arranged 
symmetrically to the longitudinal medial plane of the vehicle. The cylindrical weights 
are urged away from each other and the ends of the tube by a helical spring. 
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Kohimerier et al. teach a damper on a convertible for damping the 



torsional vibrations in the area of the windshield frame. 

Lindenbero teaches an improved stabilizing means for reducing road 
shock that moves vertically in response to vibratory motion imparted by the road. 
Neither of these inventions is concerned with longitudinal breaking momentum. 

C. Analysis 

1. Legal Standard 

To establish a prima facie case of obviousness of a claimed invention, 
all the claim limitations must be taught or suggested by the prior art. In re Royka, 
490 F.2d 981 , 180 USPQ 580 (CCPA 1974). “All words in a claim must be 
considered in judging the patentability of that claim against the prior art.” In re 
Wilson, 424 F.2d 1382, 1385, 165 USPQ 494, 496 (CPA 1970). Moreover, if an 
independent claim is nonobvious under 35 U.S.C. 103, then any claim depending 
therefrom is nonobviousness. In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 
1988). 

2. Rejection of Claims 2-3. 7. and 9 over Powers in view of Hanel 

The present invention is directed to a braking buffer device for a 

motorcar tending to absorb longitudinal momentum. The buffering spring in said 
breaking buffer may be replaced by elastic rubber, pneumatic or high-density metal. 

Powers recites an improved vehicle stabilizing apparatus for mounting 
on the rear portion of a vehicle for reducing vehicle skidding and for dampening 
vehicle vibration. 



[59629-801 1/BY041910. 108] 



- 4 - 



7/13/04 




Powers fails to teach a braking buffer spring made of rubber or being 



configured as a pneumatic spring. Hanel suggests that such helical springs may be 
interchanged with “rubber buffers, hydraulic or pneumatic pistons or the like;” 
however, this sort of substitution would not necessarily have been readily known or 
available to one of ordinary skill in the art to which it pertains at the time the present 
application was filed. There is no showing of a reasonable likelihood of success or 
motivation to combine such reference to achieve Applicant’s invention. Thus, the 
combination of these references does not render Applicant’s invention obvious and 
Applicant’s respectfully request that the rejection of under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) be 
withdrawn. 

3. Rejection of Claim 10 over Powers in view of Lindenbero and/or 
Kohimerier 

Claim 10 has been canceled and subject matter of similar scope has not been 
claimed in the newly added claims. Thus, the Examiner’s rejection has been 
rendered moot. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request that this rejection be 
withdrawn. 
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CONCLUSION 



For the reasons set forth above, it is respectfully submitted that all of the 
pending claims are now in condition for allowance. Therefore, the issuance of a 
formal Notice of Allowance is believed to be in order, and that action is most 
earnestly solicited. 

If in the opinion of the Examiner a telephone conference would expedite the 
prosecution of the subject application, the Examiner is encouraged to call the 
undersigned at (650) 838-4300. 



The Commissioner is authorized to charge any fees due to Applicants' 
Deposit Account No. 50-2207. 



Date: July 13. 2004 



Correspondence Address: 

Customer No. 22918 
Perkins Coie LLP 
P. 0. Box 2168 
Menlo Park, California 94026 
(650) 838-4300 



Respectfully submitted, 
Perkins Coie LLP 




Brian R. Coleman 
Registration No. 39,145 
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